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Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir : 

This is Applicants' response to the Office Action mailed November 29, 2006 in 
the above-identified application, requiring restriction between claims 1-22 and 34-44 
(group I) drawn to a reactor and method of using the same, and claims 23-33 (group II) 
drawn to a method for fabricating a reactor. Applicants provisionally elect the claims of 
group I and respectfully traverse the requirement for restriction. 

The Office Action correctly sets forth the standard for determining distinctness 
between process of making and product made, which is that distinctness is shown if 
either the process can be used to make another and materially different product or that 
the product can be made by another and materially different process. The Office Action 
then asserts that the second prong of the test is met because the reactor "could be 
possibly made using another fabrication method using different steps or a different 
sequence of steps". Applicants respectfully submit that speculation on the part of the 
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Office that different steps or a different sequence of steps might be used does not meet 
the Office's burden of showing distinctness. Applicants respectfully submit that, except 
for the last step set forth in claim 23 (which is also found in device claim 1), the 
remaining claim 23 steps are fairly generic and it is not clear which of these the 
Examiner is suggesting could be changed and how they could be changed to be 
materially different. As to whether any of the steps of claim 23 could be practiced in a 
different order, Applicants respectfully submit that if such a process resulted in the 
device of claim 1 , it is not seen how it would be materially different than the order of 
steps set forth in claim 23. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that the restriction 
requirement should be withdrawn. If there are any additional charges with respect to this 
response or otherwise, please charge them to Deposit Account No. 50-0831 . 



Respectfully submitted 




Paul L Marshall -31,178 
Delphi Technologies, Inc. 
(248) 813-1240 



